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ABSTRACT 
As one of the crucial human aspects, individual decision-making 
behavior that may affect the quality of a software project is 
adaptive to the environment in which the individual is. However, 
no comprehensive reference framework of the environmental 
factors influencing individual decision-making behavior in 
software projects is presently available. This paper undertakes a 
systematic literature review (SLR) to gain insight into existing 
studies on this topic. After a careful SLR process, 40 studies were 
targeted to solve this question. Based on these extracted studies, 
we first provided a taxonomy of environmental factors comprising 
eight categories. Then a total of 237 factors are identified and 
classified using these eight categories, and some major 
environmental factors of each category are listed in the paper. The 
environmental factors listing and the taxonomy can help 
researchers and practitioners to better understand and predict the 
behavior of individuals during decision making and to design 
more effective solutions to improve people management in 
software projects. 
CCS Concepts 
• Social and professional topics~Project and people 
management   • Software and its engineering~Software 
development process management   • Software and its 
engineering~Software configuration management and version 
control systems   • Applied computing~Law, social and behavioral 
sciences 
Keywords 
Decision-making behavior; Environmental factor; Systematic 
literature review; Software project 
1. INTRODUCTION 
The software development process is a human-centered activity. 
This fact highlights the effect of human factors in software 
engineering (SE) [42]. The human factor is a make-or-break issue 
that affects most software projects [13]. Therefore, it is not 
surprising to see that the research focusing on human factors in 
SE has received significant attention. The term “human factor” 
indicates different aspects of human involvement in software 
projects [42]. From the personnel structure perspective, the 
research falls into two categories: the team and the individual. The 
individual aspect in SE is our focus in this paper because 
individuals are the primary constituent elements of a team. 
Regarding this field, many efforts have focused on the individual 
performance [37], personality [14; 27], abilities and skills [2; 33], 
attitude [18], and motivation [11; 51]. However, there is a dearth 
of research focused on individual decision-making behavior. 
Recently Lenberg et al. has proposed a concept of “behavioral 
software engineering” by taking cues from behavioral economics 
[36]. Their contributions underpin the research that focuses on 
behavioral and social aspects in the work activities of software 
engineers, but deep analysis of individual decision-making 
behavior is underdeveloped. 
Software development involves interdependent individuals 
working together to achieve favorable outcomes, so the decision-
making behavior of each individual will influence behaviors of 
other teammates and the project outcome. Individuals have many 
chances to make a decision in a development process. For 
example, individuals may choose a resolution to deal with a 
conflict. In agile development, each one makes a decision about 
effort estimation and gives user story points. Individuals may 
often independently make “work” or “shirk” choices in teamwork. 
Under these conditions, different individual decision-making 
behaviors will generate different results, which are pertinent to the 
success or failure of the project. Therefore, it is imperative to 
study individual decision-making behavior in SE. 
Social cognitive theory emphasizes the bi-directional interactions 
between three elements: individuals, environment, and behavior. 
Overt behavior is influenced by these intrinsic and extrinsic 
factors [4]. This theory provides two directions for a study of 
individual decision-making behavior: individual and 
environmental. About the former, there is no doubt that 
characteristics of individuals exert a strong influence on 
individual behavior. Personality is regarded as an important 
internal property. There is a substantial body of research that has 
sought to explore the effect of individual personality in SE. About 
the environmental factors, some literature in SE also studies this. 
Acuña and Juristo [1] argue three environments (organizational, 
cultural, and technological) were important for managing both the 
activities and the members of a software project team. Xu and 
Ramesh [52] gave four aspects of the environment from the 
perspective of software process tailoring. Hossein and Aybuke 
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[26] presented the environmental factors influencing IT personnel 
intentions to leave. Clarke and Connor [15] discussed the 
situational factors that affected the software development process. 
The description of environmental factors in those studies is either 
macroscopic, or not oriented to individual decision-making 
behaviors. There is still a lack of a systematic and deep analysis 
on the influencing environmental factors of individual decision-
making behavior. Various environmental factors, such as task 
complexity and team cohesion, also exert great influence on 
individual behavior. So, in order to achieve a desired quality of 
understanding and prediction of individual behavior, a detailed 
investigation of the influencing environmental factors of 
individual decision-making behavior is necessary. 
From the perspective of decision theory, it is also necessary and 
worthwhile to determine which environmental factors influence 
individual decision-making behavior. In decision sciences 
domain, the assumptions about individuals have evolved from 
complete rationality, to bounded rationality, and then to ecological 
rationality. Initially, the individual is thought to behave as a 
completely rational person to seek utility maximization during 
decision making. Then the individual is regarded as operating 
under bounded rationality due to cognitive limitations, and s/he 
pursues a satisfactory, but not optimal, solution. Ecological 
rationality is proposed based on the adaptation theory. Some 
scholars argue that the decision-making process is influenced by 
the environment, and individuals tend to have an adaptive 
characteristic [41]. So, the decision-making behavior of an 
individual is self-adaptive, resulting from the interaction between 
the individual and the individual’s environment. This theory also 
supports the importance of studying environmental factors in 
order to understand individual decision-making behavior. 
Therefore, this paper aims to discover which environmental 
factors will affect individual decision-making behavior in SE. We 
conducted a SLR to explore the issue. We analyzed the literature 
that was selected from our intensive search, and identified, 
summarized, and classified the related factors in the studies. Our 
analysis presented a comprehensive reference list and taxonomy 
of the environmental factors affecting individual decision-making 
behavior in SE. 
This article is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the 
method of SLR used in this paper. The results of SLR are 
presented in section 3. Finally, we present the discussion on our 
results, and conclude the paper. 
2. RESEARCH METHOD 
Researchers have often used SLR to answer their research 
questions [26]. The SLR is a methodical way to identify, evaluate, 
and interpret the available studies conducted on a topic, research 
question, or a phenomenon of interest. According to the guideline 
in [34], Figure 1 gives the detailed steps used in this study. 
 
Figure 1. The detailed steps of SLR. 
2.1 Specifying the Review Research Questions 
Research questions provide the guidance for the review. Building 
from the aim of this study, the primary research question is 
“which environmental factors influence individual decision-
making behavior in SE projects?” We can imagine the answers are 
various and diverse. From the viewpoint of software project 
management, it is important to classify these factors so as to 
understand, analyze, and manage them effectively. Therefore, we 
wanted to know whether there was any classification method of 
environmental factors in the existing literature. If so, can this 
method be adopted or improved for this study? If not, how will we 
classify those factors? Based on the consideration, one derived 
question is presented “what is the classification method related to 
environmental factors in SE projects?” The primary and derived 
questions together drive this SLR. 
2.2 Search Strategy 
The search strategy mainly included three aspects: search terms, 
search resources, and search time scope. 
The search keywords largely determined the quality of search 
results. Based on the primary research question, a combination of 
“software engineering,” “individual,” “decision-making 
behavior,” and “environmental factor” was expected. However, 
too many strings may bring too small coverage. When using this 
search expression, we noticed the number of search results were 
far fewer than we expected: only five records were available. 
Moreover, most of the results had little relation to our topic. 
Therefore, we carefully considered each search term in order to 
reduce the bias and retrieve as many papers as possible. First, we 
thought “decision-making behavior” could not be regarded as a 
keyword in spite of its importance in our topic. As mentioned 
before, developers need to make a decision under many situations, 
such as cost estimation and development model selection. 
Literature related to these topics should also be examined to check 
whether there is mention of any influencing factor. However, 
there was not an obvious word “decision-making” or “behavior” 
in the literature generally. So those literature would not be located 
if “decision-making behavior” was in the search terms. In fact, the 
words “decision-making” and “behavior” rarely appear in SE 
field. But they do appear in management science field. Applying 
decision theory into SE is the aim of this paper. So, the term 
“decision-making behavior” was excluded from the keywords. 
Second, individuals in SE are usually called software engineers or 
developers. Therefore, the two keywords of “software 
engineering” and “individual” are combined and turned into one 
phrase of “software engineer/developer.” Third, given the 
synonyms, we added four synonyms of “environmental”: 
situational, external, contextual, and surrounding. Fourth, because 
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motivation/de-motivation factors, which have been discussed 
recently [11; 31], are closely related to software engineers’ 
decisions, and some motivation/de-motivation factors come from 
the external environment, “motivation/de-motivation factor” was 
also added to the search terms. Then we obtained the following 
search expression by using the operator AND or OR: 
(“software engineer” OR “software developer”) AND 
(“environmental factor” OR “situational factor” OR “external 
factor” OR “contextual factor” OR “surrounding factor” OR 
“motivation factor” OR “de-motivation factor”). 
In order to perform a broad search, instead of limiting the search 
sources we used a comprehensive search engine that can search all 
the databases to which Beihang University in China is subscribed. 
These databases include ACM, IEEE, ScienceDirect, and so on. 
The comprehensive search engine can easily travel through all the 
databases, but it can also produce many irrelevant results. In order 
to enhance the pertinence of search results, the research results 
with obviously unrelated subject types were excluded. Because 
our topic is an overlapping field between SE and management 
science, we paid attention to the search results in four subject 
types: technology, social sciences, sciences, and psychology. In 
addition, in order to reflect a snapshot of the current state of 
related research in SE, the time period of works for our search 
was limited to January 2000 to December 2014. 
2.3 Select Research Studies 
Primary studies were selected according to the following selection 
criteria. We included studies that: 1) directly give some answers 
to the research questions. 2) are available for full-text reading by 
the online library service of Beihang University. 3) relate to a 
decision process or environmental factors in some aspects of SE. 
4) relate to individuals of software providers, not users. We 
excluded studies that were: 1) in languages other than English, 2) 
duplicated or repeated studies, 3) unrelated Subjects, and 4) in the 
form of editorial notes, prefaces, or article summaries. 
The selection process included three steps and involved two roles 
(see Figure 2). Firstly, a junior researcher performed the search 
according to the search strategy, and applied the selection criteria 
on the title of each result to exclude many studies that were 
clearly irrelevant. Secondly, the junior researcher further excluded 
some papers after carefully reading the abstracts. In order to 
improve the quality of search results, a senior researcher randomly 
chose one fourth of the studies that had been discarded or reserved 
by the junior researcher to review and adjust the results so as to 
get the final results of this step. Finally, the junior researcher 
selected relevant papers according to a full text reading. Just like 
the second step, the senior researcher also reviewed and adjusted. 
But the difference is that the rate of random selection was 
increased to one third because full text reading needs a more 
rigorous audit for data extraction. After three rounds of filtering 
the final search results, 40 primary studies were found. 
 
Figure 2. The selection process. 
2.4 Data Extraction and Synthesis 
According to the selection sequence, each paper was stored in a 
literature management software, Endnote X7, and assigned an ID. 
Because it is easy to get basic information – such as publication 
year, authors, and type of study – by this software, we focused on 
extracting data which could directly answer the research 
questions. Data extraction is based on full text reading, so full text 
filtering during study selection and data extraction were carried 
out simultaneously. To carry out this phase more efficiently, three 
data extraction forms were designed and implemented in MS 
Excel. In the first worksheet, each paper was marked by Y/N to 
indicate if a classification of factors existed in it. For a paper with 
a classification, the ID, the categories, original factors and its total 
number, factors adopted in this paper, and its number were 
recorded in the second worksheet. For those papers without a 
classification, the ID and the factors extracted from each paper 
were recorded in the third worksheet. Data synthesis included two 
steps. Firstly, we analyzed all the categories in the second 
worksheet, merged some categories with the same meaning, and 
put forward a new taxonomy. Then, we combined the factors in 
the second and third worksheets into one form. We dealt with this 
step very carefully. Only these factors with obviously the same 
meaning in the original papers were combined into one factor. If 
any small difference between two factors existed, we kept them 
alone, even though they almost seemed the same. And each factor 
was associated with a category mentioned in the first step. Then 
the source, category, and frequency of each factor in all of the 
papers were recorded, which are reported in section 3. 
3. RESULTS 
The 40 primary studies gained by the SLR and the citation from 
the reference list are tabulated in Table 1. This representation of 
primary studies and references is adapted from [32]. From here 
on, each primary study is referred to using the ID in Table 1. 
Table 1. Studies and references  
ID Cit. ID Cit. ID Cit. ID Cit. 
S1 [19] S11 [25] S21 [11] S31 [40] 
S2 [16] S12 [30] S22 [55] S32 [38] 
S3 [46] S13 [39] S23 [17] S33 [43] 
S4 [7] S14 [28] S24 [35] S34 [12] 
S5 [24] S15 [21] S25 [3] S35 [54] 
S6 [20] S16 [22] S26 [8] S36 [23] 
S7 [51] S17 [50] S27 [10] S37 [49] 
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S8 [15] S18 [44] S28 [9] S38 [48] 
S9 [53] S19 [29] S29 [6] S39 [47] 
S10 [45] S20 [31] S30 [26] S40 [52] 
3.1 Overview of the Studies 
Figure 3 presents the temporal distribution and type of 40 studies.  
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Figure 3. Temporal distribution and type of primary studies. 
Out of the 40 primary studies, 29 (72.5%) have been published in 
the last five years. This indicates a growing trend in the 
importance placed on social aspects research from related 
disciplines in SE in recent years. Figure 3 also shows that journal 
publications occupy 55% (22/40) of all primary studies and 
conference proceedings 45% (18/40). Among those from 
periodicals, 15 (68%) come from four important journals that are 
among the top six leading SE journals according to [5]. Among 
those from conference proceedings, one (5.6%) is from the 
International Conference on Software Engineering, and three 
(16.7%) from the workshop on Cooperative and Human Aspects 
of SE, which is the top workshop about human factors in SE. In 
addition, some other conferences closely related to SE are also 
sources, as shown in Table 2. 
Table 2. Some sources of studies 
Type Name No. 
Jou
rna
l IEEE Software 2 Journal of Systems and Software (JSS) 6 
Information and Software Technology (IST) 6 
ACM Transactions on Software Engineering 
and Methodology (TOSEM) 1 
Co
nfe
ren
ce 
International Conference on Software 
Engineering (ICSE) 1 
ICSE Workshop on Cooperative and Human 
Aspects of Software Engineering (CHASE) 3 
International Conference on Software 
Maintenance (ICSM) 1 
Empirical Software Engineering and 
Measurement (ESEM) 2 
Evaluation and Assessment in Software 
Engineering (EASE) 2 
ACM Special Interest Group on Management 
Information System - Computer Personnel 
Research (SIGMIS CPR) 
1 
The distribution of 40 articles among the database sources is 
shown in Figure 4. The total number is actually more than 40, 
because some papers appear in multiple databases. 
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Figure.4 Database sources of studies. 
3.2 Results of Research Questions 
We went through each paper and extracted any classification 
provided in the data source to answer the derived question. Eight 
out of 40 primary studies provided some classifications and 
associated factors. However, these categories and factors were not 
directly oriented to our theme, so not all of the categories and 
factors were suitable for our paper. On the other hand, although 
some categories coming from various papers seemed different, 
they actually expressed the same or similar meaning. Through 
carefully checking, we selected and incorporated some categories 
from the eight papers, then attained a new fit taxonomy that 
includes eight categories. And some factors from the eight papers 
were selected to answer the primary research question. 
Table 3 shows some information about the eight studies and the 
taxonomy. The number of categories, original factors, and 
adopted factors of each paper are given in the first four rows. In 
the following part, the relationship between the new taxonomy 
and eight studies is shown. The first column shows the new eight 
categories and their ID. For each category, the symbol “Δ” 
represents which article has provided the category.  
A description of each category is presented here to help us fully 
understand the taxonomy. C1 represents the characteristics of a 
software project and the special decision task in the project. C2 
represents the knowledge or technology needed for a decision. C3 
represents the power of the software engineer to make a decision. 
C4 represents the balance between work and personal life that will 
be considered by software engineers while making a decision. C5 
represents whether the decision is related to the software 
engineer’s long-term career development, new technologies or 
knowledge development, and financial reward. C6 represents 
characteristics of the managerial personnel or methods in the 
software project. C7 represents the profile of the organization and 
personnel outside of the project team. C8 represents the profile of 
the team itself and teammates. 
Table 3. The taxonomy and eight data sources 
Data sources S1 S2 S5 S7 S8 S9 S15 S40 
No.of categories 3 5 5 3 8 2 4 4 
No. of factors 58 20 43 21 44 6 28 20 
No. of used 
factors 49 14 28 20 11 4 26 11 
Classification         
C1:Task 
characteristics Δ  Δ Δ Δ  Δ Δ 
C2:Competence  Δ       
C3:Power  Δ       
C4:Balance 
between work 
& life 
 Δ       
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C5:Career  Δ       
C6:Managerial 
Characteristics   Δ Δ Δ    
C7: 
Organization 
Characteristics 
Δ  Δ Δ Δ Δ Δ Δ 
C8:Team 
characteristics Δ  Δ  Δ Δ Δ Δ 
Date units representing environmental factors were extracted from 
each paper. These factors were examined carefully in order to 
reduce data redundancy. If some factors from different sources 
obviously have the same meaning, they were replaced by the same 
one among these factors. Meanwhile, the factor’s source was 
updated to reflect which papers included the factor. And 
frequency to show the number of occurrences of each factor was 
calculated. Finally, 237 factors from the 40 studies were 
identified. And, each factor was assigned to a category according 
to the meanings of factors and categories mentioned above. 
Because of space limitations, in this paper only some major 
factors whose frequencies are bigger than 4 are listed in Table 4. 
In the first column, the number in parentheses shows the total 
number of environmental factors belonging to each category. The 
other columns give the name, sources and frequency of each 
factor. In addition, the top eight environmental factors, whose 
frequencies are not less than 10, were highlighted in bold and their 
orders are given after their names in Table 4.  
Table 4 The dominant environmental factors of each category 
 Factor Source # 
C1
(58
) 
Task identity (2nd) 
S1, S2, S4, S5, S11, S14, 
S15, S16, S18, S19, S21, 
S26, S30, S36 
14 
Task significance 
(4th) 
S1, S2, S4, S5, S6, S11, 
S14, S18, S19, S21, S26, 
S30 
12 
Workload S1, S5, S6, S28, S30, S35 6 
Stress/pressure S4, S11, S18, S21, S30 5 
Sufficient resources S4, S11, S18, S19, S21 5 
Task variety S1, S4, S5, S6, S30 5 
C2
 (2
0) 
Technical 
competence S1, S6, S15, S21, S23, S25 6 
Creativity S16, S21, S28, S36, S37 5 
Development 
practice S11, S16, S19, S21, S36 5 
C3
 (1
0) Autonomy (1st) 
S1, S2, S4, S5, S6, S11, 
S15, S16, S17, S18, S19, 
S21, S24, S25, S26, S30, 
S36, S37, S38 
19 
Empowerment 
(5th) 
S2, S4, S11, S16, S17, S18, 
S19, S21, S26, S36, S39 11 
C4
 
(5) Work / life balance S2, S4, S11, S18, S19, S21 6 
C5
 (3
0) 
Rewards & 
financial incentives 
(5th) 
S2, S4, S11, S16, S18, S19, 
S21, S30, S33, S36, S37 11 
Change S1, S2, S5, S6, S11, S16, S19, S21, S32 9 
Career path S1, S2, S4, S11, S18, S19, S21 7 
Benefit S11, S16, S19, S21, S36, 6 
S37 
Challenge S11, S19, S21, S25, S38 5 
Promotion 
opportunity S4, S18, S25, S33, S35 5 
Reward system S4, S6, S11, S18, S21 5 
C6
 (2
8) Recognition(6
th) S5, S6, S11, S15, S18, S19, S21, S26, S33, S37 10 
Good management S8, S11, S16, S17, S18, S19, S21, S24, S36 9 
Commitment S1, S5, S6, S8, S32 5 
C7
 (5
2) 
Work environment S1, S4, S7, S11, S18, S19, S21, S27, S32 9 
Employee 
participation 
S1, S5, S6, S11, S15, S18, 
S19, S21 8 
Equity   S4, S5, S11, S16, S18, S19, S21, S36 8 
Job satisfaction S17, S19, S26, S30, S31, S33, S38 7 
Job security S4, S11, S14, S18, S19, S21, S37 7 
Culture S7, S8, S18, S21, S23 5 
Organizational 
commitment S11, S30, S31, S38, S40 5 
Risk S4, S11, S21, S29, S34 5 
Sense of belonging S4, S11, S18, S19, S21 5 
Working in 
successful company S11, S18, S19, S21, S36 5 
C8
 (3
4) 
Communication 
(3rd) 
S1, S4, S6, S10, S11, S13, 
S17, S18, S21, S26, S28, 
S32, S39 
13 
Feedback(6th) S11, S14, S16, S17, S18, S19, S21, S26, S28, S36 10 
Team working S2, S4, S7, S10, S11, S19, S21, S30 8 
Appropriate 
working conditions S4, S11, S18, S19, S21, S33 6 
Trust & respect S4, S11, S18, S19, S20, S21 6 
From the viewpoint of the total number of factors in each 
category, C1 has the most factors, and C7 is in the second place. 
C5, C6, and C8 have almost the same number of factors. The 
factors belonging to C4 are the lowest. However, from the 
viewpoint of the top eight high frequency factors, two factors 
come from C3, although the amount of factors of the C3 is the 
less. And the top eight factors all does not belong to C7, but the 
total number of factors in C7 is high. Obviously, the importance 
of each category does not depend on the total number of its 
factors. Moreover, task identity and significance are far more 
important in influencing individual decision-making behavior than 
the other factors of C1. This is in line with the fact that people 
tend to be more careful when making a decision on important 
matters. Additionally, the number of factors of C4 is least and its 
influence is also weak. 
4. DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
In this paper, we conducted a SLR to answer our research 
questions. From the 40 articles, a taxonomy including eight 
categories is provided. For each category, some major 
environmental factors influencing individual decision-making 
behavior in software projects were given.  
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Because individual decision behavior is adaptive, it is necessary to 
study which environmental factors influence the individual 
decision behavior in software projects so as to help managers 
perceive, understand, and even guide individual behavior. As far 
as we know, this is the first attempt to review the literature about 
this topic in a systematic way. Our findings present a general 
comprehensive reference framework for this field. From the 
viewpoint of the quantity of factors, the factors belonging to C1 
and C7 account for 46% (110/237) of the total number. This 
indicates that the task itself and the organization will affect the 
individual decision-making behavior from more aspects than 
those of other categories. This is also in accord with the fact that 
the software itself and its external environment are very complex. 
In addition, the influences coming from a software team are 
various and must not be overlooked (14%), because the individual 
in a software project always exists in a team and interacts with 
other team members. For another, when considering the number 
of occurrences of each factor, the majority of primary studies 
support autonomy (19/47.5%). This indicates that full 
authorization is very necessary. In addition, reward, feedback, and 
recognition are also given importance by most studies. This is in 
accordance with the theory of needs. If a person makes a decision, 
s/he will hope that her or his decision will bring her or him 
economic or spiritual benefits.  
The variety and diversity of factors in our reference list and the 
taxonomy serve as reminders of the level of complexity involved 
in software project management. In addition to providing a useful 
reference listing for the researcher for further study of the 
individual aspects in SE, our results also provide support for 
practitioners who are challenged with managing a software team.  
Of course, this paper has several limitations. Common limitations 
are about the possible biases introduced in the selection process 
and inaccuracies of the data extraction in SLR. We tried to avoid 
them by using a multistage selection process and an audit method 
completed by two researchers. Additionally, because the 
environmental factors come from 40 pieces of literature, and the 
new taxonomy only comes from eight pieces of literature, the 
taxonomy may not cover all the factors. The relationship between 
each factor and its category is determined by a subjective 
understanding, thus inaccuracies of grouping factors may exist. 
The limitations discussed above offer clear paths to further 
research. It would be useful to analyze and categorize 
environmental factors influencing individual decision-making 
behavior by the sophisticated semantic analysis technique, and 
then get the taxonomy. This is what we are planning to do in the 
future. In addition, it is worthwhile to identify the relationship 
between the environmental factors and software development 
process so as to give the project manager guidance to understand 
and control the influence of different environmental factors during 
the different software development stages. Moreover, as 
mentioned before, the intrinsic, personal factors and extrinsic 
environmental factors are interactive during the decision process. 
If we know the external and internal factors, describing the 
interaction between them is also a research direction. 
5. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
This research was supported by the China Scholarship Council 
(CSC). 
6. REFERENCES 
[1] Acuña, S.T. and Juristo, N. 2004. Assigning people to roles 
in software projects. Software Pract. Exper. 34, 7, 675-696. 
[2] Ahmed, F., Capretz, L.F., and Campbell, P. 2012. Evaluating 
the demand for soft skills in software development. IT 
Professional 14, 1, 44-49.  
[3] Alavi, S.B., Moteabbed, S., and Arasti, M.R. 2012. A 
qualitative investigation of career orientations of a sample of 
Iranian software engineers. Sci. Iran. 19, 3, 662-673.  
[4] Alexander, P.M., Holmner, M., Lotriet, H.H., et al. 2011. 
Factors affecting career choice: comparison between students 
from computer and other disciplines. Journal of Science 
Education and Technology 20, 3, 300-315.  
[5] Amrit, C., Daneva, M., and Damian, D. 2014. Human factors 
in software development: on its underlying theories and the 
value of learning from related disciplines. A guest editorial 
introduction to the special issue. Inform. Software Tech. 56, 
12, 1537-1542.  
[6] Appari, A. and Benaroch, M. 2010. Monetary pricing of 
software development risks: a method and empirical 
illustration. J. Syst. Software 83, 11, 2098-2107.  
[7] Asghar, I. and Usman, M. 2013. Motivational and de-
motivational factors for software engineers: an empirical 
investigation. In Proceedings of International Conference on 
Frontiers of Information Technology. FIT '11, 66-71.  
[8] Baddoo, N. and Hall, T. 2002. Motivators of software 
process improvement: an analysis of practitioners' views. J. 
Syst. Software 62, 2, 85-96.  
[9] Baddoo, N. and Hall, T. 2003. De-motivators for software 
process improvement: an analysis of practitioners’ views. J. 
Syst. Software 66, 1, 23-33.  
[10] Bartel, A.P., Freeman, R.B., Ichniowski, C., and Kleiner, 
M.M. 2011. Can a workplace have an attitude problem? 
workplace effects on employee attitudes and organizational 
performance. Labour Econ. 18, 4, 411-423.  
[11] Beecham, S., Baddoo, N., Hall, T., Robinson, H., and Sharp, 
H. 2008. Motivation in software engineering: a systematic 
literature review. Inform. Software Tech. 50, 9–10, 860-878.  
[12] Benaroch, M. and Appari, A. 2010. Financial pricing of 
software development risk factors. IEEE Software, 27, 5, 65-
73.  
[13] Capretz, L.F. 2014. Bringing the human factor to software 
engineering. IEEE Software, 31, 2, 102-104.  
[14] Capretz, L.F. and Ahmed, F. 2010. Making sense of software 
development and personality types. IT professional 12, 1, 6-
13.  
[15] Clarke, P. and O'Connor, R.V. 2012. The situational factors 
that affect the software development process: towards a 
comprehensive reference framework. Inform. Software Tech. 
54, 5, 433-447.  
[16] da Silva, F.Q.B. and França, A.C.C. 2012. Towards 
understanding the underlying structure of motivational 
factors for software engineers to guide the definition of 
motivational programs. J. Syst. Software 85, 2, 216-226.  
IEEE 9th International Workshop on Cooperative and Human Aspects of Software Engineering (38th ICSE - CHASE 2016), 
pp. 86-92, Austin, Texas, USA, ACM Press, DOI:10.1145/2897586.2897589, May 2016. 
 
[17] da Silva, F.Q.B., França, A.C.C., Suassuna, M., et al. 2013. 
Team building criteria in software projects: a mix-method 
replicated study. Inform. Software Tech. 55, 7, 1316-1340.  
[18] Feldt, R., Torkar, R., Angelis, L., and Samuelsson, M. 2008. 
Towards individualized software engineering: empirical 
studies should collect psychometrics. In Proceedings of the 
2008 International Workshop on Cooperative and Human 
Aspects of Software Engineering.  CHASE'08, 49-52. 
[19] França, A.C.C., da Silva, F.Q.B., Felix, A.d.L.C., and 
Carneiro, D.E.S. 2014. Motivation in software engineering 
industrial practice: a cross-case analysis of two software 
organisations. Inform. Software Tech. 56, 1, 79-101.  
[20] França, A.C.C., Felix, A.L.C., and da Silva, F.Q.B. 2012. 
Towards an explanatory theory of motivation in software 
engineering: A qualitative case study of a government 
organization. In Proceedings of International Conference on 
Evaluation & Assessment in Software Engineering. 
EASE'12, 72-81. DOI= 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1049/ic.2012.0010. 
[21] Franca, A.C.C., Carneiro, D.E.S., and da Silva, F.Q.B. 2012. 
Towards an explanatory theory of motivation in software 
engineering: a qualitative case study of a small software 
company. In Proceeding of the 26th Brazilian Symposium on 
Software Engineering (Natal, Brasil). SBES '12, 61-70.  
[22] Franca, A.C.C. and da Silva, F.Q.B. 2009. An empirical 
study on software engineers motivational factors. In 
Proceedings of the 3rd International Symposium on 
Empirical Software Engineering and Measurement. ESEM ' 
09, 405-409.  
[23] Franca, A.C.C. and da Silva, F.Q.B. 2010. Designing 
motivation strategies for software engineering teams: an 
empirical study. In Proceedings of the Workshop on 
Cooperative and Human Aspects of Software Engineering 
(Cape Town, South Africa). CHASE '10, 84-91. 
[24] Franca, A.C.C., de Araujo, A.C.M.L., and Da Silva, F.Q.B. 
2013. Motivation of software engineers: a qualitative case 
study of a research and development organization. In 
Proceedings of the 6th International Workshop on 
Cooperative and Human Aspects of Software Engineering. 
CHASE '13, 9-16. 
[25] Franca, A.C.C., Gouveia, T.B., Santos, P.C.F., Santana, 
C.A., and da Silva, F.Q.B. 2011. Motivation in software 
engineering: a systematic review update. In Proceedings of 
the 15th Annual Conference on Evaluation Assessment in 
Software Engineering. EASE '11, 154-163. 
[26] Ghapanchi, A.H. and Aurum, A. 2011. Antecedents to IT 
personnel's intentions to leave: a systematic literature review. 
J. Syst. Software 84, 2, 238-249.  
[27] Gorla, N., Chiravuri, A., and Meso, P. 2013. Effect of 
personality type on structured tool comprehension 
performance. Requir. Eng. 18, 3, 281-292.  
[28] Hall, T., Baddoo, N., Beecham, S., et al. 2009. A systematic 
review of theory use in studies investigating the motivations 
of software engineers. ACM T. Softw. Eng. Meth. 18, 3, 1-29.  
[29] Hall, T., Sharp, H., Beecham, S., Baddoo, N., and Robinson, 
H. 2008. What do we know about developer motivation? 
IEEE Software, 25, 4, 92-94.  
[30] Hernandez-Lopez, A., Colomo-Palacios, R., and Garcia-
Crespo, A. 2012. Productivity in software engineering: a 
study of its meanings for practitioners. In Proceedings of the 
7th Iberian Conference on Information Systems and 
Technologies. CISTI'12, 1-6. 
[31] Hertel, G., Niedner, S., and Herrmann, S. 2003. Motivation 
of software developers in Open Source projects: an Internet-
based survey of contributors to the Linux kernel. Res. Policy 
32, 7, 1159-1177.  
[32] Jabangwe, R., Börstler, J., Šmite, D., and Wohlin, C. 2015. 
Empirical evidence on the link between object-oriented 
measures and external quality attributes: a systematic 
literature review. Empir. Softw. Eng. 20, 3, 640-693.  
[33] Joseph, D., Ang, S., Chang, R.H., and Slaughter, S.A. 2010. 
Practical intelligence in IT: assessing soft skills of IT 
professionals. Commun. ACM 53, 2, 149-154.  
[34] Kitchenham, B. 2004. Procedures for performing systematic 
reviews. Technical Report. Keele University.  
[35] Kroeger, T.A., Davidson, N.J., and Cook, S.C. 2014. 
Understanding the characteristics of quality for software 
engineering processes: a grounded theory investigation. 
Inform. Software Tech. 56, 2, 252-271.  
[36] Lenberg, P., Feldt, R., and Wallgren, L.G. 2015. Behavioral 
software engineering: a definition and systematic literature 
review. J. Syst. Software 107, 15-37.  
[37] Licorish, S.A. and MacDonell, S.G. 2014. Understanding the 
attitudes, knowledge sharing behaviors and task performance 
of core developers: a longitudinal study. Inform. Software 
Tech. 56, 12, 1578-1596.  
[38] Losonci, D., Demeter, K., and Jenei, I. 2011. Factors 
influencing employee perceptions in lean transformations. 
Int. J.  Prod. Econ. 131, 1, 30-43.  
[39] Marinovici, C., Kirkham, H., and Glass, K. 2014. The hidden 
job requirements for a software engineer. In Proceedings of 
the 47th Hawaii International Conference on System 
Sciences. HICSS'14, 4979-4984. 
[40] Orvis, K.A. and Leffler, G.P. 2011. Individual and contextual 
factors: an interactionist approach to understanding employee 
self-development. Pers. Indiv. Differ. 51, 2, 172-177.  
[41] Payne, J.W., Bettman, J.R., and Johnson, E.J., 1993. The 
adaptive decision maker. Cambridge University Press. 
[42] Pirzadeh, L. 2010. Human factors in software development: 
a systematic literature review. Master of Science Thesis, 
Chalmers University of Technology, Göteborg, Sweden. 
[43] Raudeliūnienė, J. and Meidutė-Kavaliauskienė, I. 2014. 
Analysis of factors motivating human resources in public 
sector. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 110, 719-
726.  
[44] Rehman, M., Mahmood, A., Salleh, R., and Amin, A. 2011. 
Understanding motivators and de-motivators for software 
engineers – a case of Malaysian software engineering 
industry. In Software Engineering and Computer Systems, J. 
Zain, et al. Eds. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 205-214.  
[45] Richardson, I., Reid, L., Seidman, S.B., Pattinson, B., and 
Delaney, Y. 2011. Educating software engineers of the 
future: software quality research through problem-based 
IEEE 9th International Workshop on Cooperative and Human Aspects of Software Engineering (38th ICSE - CHASE 2016), 
pp. 86-92, Austin, Texas, USA, ACM Press, DOI:10.1145/2897586.2897589, May 2016. 
 
learning. In Proceedings of the 24th IEEE-CS Conference on 
Software Engineering Education and Training. CSEE&T '11, 
91-100. 
[46] Sach, R., Sharp, H., and Petre, M. 2011. Software engineers' 
perceptions of factors in motivation: the work, people, 
obstacles. In Proceedings of International Symposium on 
Empirical Software Engineering and Measurement. ESEM 
'11, 368-371. 
[47] Shah, H. and Harrold, M.J. 2010. Studying human and social 
aspects of testing in a service-based software company: case 
study. In Proceedings of the Workshop on Cooperative and 
Human Aspects of Software Engineering (Cape Town, South 
Africa), CHASE '10, 102-108. 
[48] SharifHeravi, M.G., Shahidi, S.E., and Mahmood, N.H.N. 
2010. Investigating the relationships between leadership style 
and personnel turnover intention in it companies in Iran. In 
Proceedings of the 2010 Special Interest Group on 
Management Information System's 48th annual conference 
on Computer personnel research.  SIGMIS-CPR '10, 48-54. 
[49] Sharp, H., Hall, T., Baddoo, N., and Beecham, S. 2007. 
Exploring motivational differences between software 
developers and project managers. In Proceedings of the 6th 
joint meeting of the European software engineering 
conference and the ACM SIGSOFT symposium on the 
foundations of software engineering, SEC/FSE’07, 501-504. 
[50] Valtanen, A. and Sihvonen, H.-M. 2008. Employees’ 
motivation for SPI: case study in a small Finnish software 
company.  In Software Process Improvement, R. O’Connor, 
et al. Eds. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 152-163.  
[51] Verner, J.M., Babar, M.A., Cerpa, N., Hall, T., and Beecham, 
S. 2014. Factors that motivate software engineering teams: A 
four country empirical study. J. Syst. Software 92, 115-127.  
[52] Xu, P. and Ramesh, B. 2007. Software process tailoring: an 
empirical investigation. J. Manage. Inform. Syst. 24, 2, 293-
328.  
[53] Yi, W. 2009. What motivate software engineers to refactor 
source code? evidences from professional developers. In 
Proceedings of IEEE International Conference on Software 
Maintenance, ICSM’09, 413-416.  
[54] Yi, W. and Min, Z. 2010. Penalty policies in professional 
software development practice: a multi-method field study. 
In Proceedings of the 32nd International Conference on 
Software Engineering, ICSE’10, 39-47. 
[55] Zhang, H. and Ali Babar, M. 2013. Systematic reviews in 
software engineering: an empirical investigation. Inform. 
Software Tech. 55, 7, 1341-1354. 
 
